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Nearly two decades have passed since the close of World War
II. In this interval, the problems related to the question of War and
Peace have become more rather than less complex. The entire
pattern of questions which have historically confronted the theo
logian and the moralist with respect to attitudes toward war is
present in our time, together with certain added ingredients which
give to the question a number of fatally complex aspects. It is the
purpose of this article to note some of the factors in today's world
which have compelled a re-study of many of the traditional concepts
related to the Christian's approach to the use of force in inter
national relations.
The study will note, in particular, three attitudes which are
discernible in the thinking of our country with respect to this prob
lem. The first of these attitudes will be that of what may be termed
the Average Citizen, who traditionally "plays by ear" in formulating
his outlook toward this vital question. The second will be that of
the religious pacifist, who seeks to make a radical application of
the New Testament precepts in a world over which the threat of war
hovers so menacingly. The third will be the attitude which might be
termed "critically realistic" in that it seeks to come to grips with
the realities of a world in which force is an inescapable ingredient.
It is hoped that in the course of the study, some light may be shed
upon the practical moral questions which emerge from today's
"peace" which seems to rest precariously upon a neatly calculated
"balance of terror."
I.
The Man of the Street, as he is sometimes rather uncritically
called, cannot avoid some direct mental contact with the problem of
possible impending war. He is the heir of centuries of living in
which major decisions with respect to his place in a world of con
flict are largely handed to him ready-made by others. Fundamentally,
he is a pacifist at heart. He desires nothing more than to live in
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peace, to rear his family in reasonable security, and to achieve a
self-respecting old age. These values have historically been liable
to be called into question at any time. It is at least as likely today
as in the past that the same will occur�and he feels at least as
hopeless with respect to his ability to do much about the situation
as did his counterpart of two, three, or five centuries ago.
At the same time, he does have the advantage of certain funded
experience from recent centuries, and particularly, from the experi
ences of the fifty years which have intervened between the day in
which this is written and the corresponding date in 1914 when
Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife were assassinatedin Sarajevo,
from which event stemmed World War I. He has seen the lights go
out over Europe, not once but twice. He has heard idealistic slogans,
such as "The war to end all war," "Making the world safe for
democracy," and "A war to end dictatorships." He has seen in
graphic fashion the manner in which the seeds of one war have been
sown in the previous one, and latterly, the manner in which dictators
have utilized the peace table to achieve victories which they could
never have won on the field of battle.
One is, from one point of view, gratified that Mr. Average
Citizen retains so much of idealism as he has been able to do. In
our land, he has somehow managed to avoid the fatalistic pessimism
which marks his counterpart in much of the Old World. At the same
time, he has been subjected to severe strains in his thinking, and
seems desperately in need of some guiding star by which he may
direct his attitudes. He stands as a challenge to his spiritual lead
ers, to whom he rightly looks for assistance in meeting the perplexi
ties with which his world confronts him.
As noted above, the man in the street is a pacifist of sorts.
Not only is he increasingly convinced that nothing of personal
advantage can come to him as a result of war� this is more than
clear�but also he is unable to visualize war in idealistic terms,
and is convinced that at the very best, war is an evil business,
which leaves only disillusionment in its trail. At worst, of course,
he realizes that war only sets in motion a series of evil reactions,
from which issue a chain of destructive events, with little or no
hope of a break in the vicious cycle. He is amazed that the men
charged with the responsibility for making the world's major deci
sions do not understand this, or at least do not seem to do so.
At the same time, he is wary of off-the-cuff idealism. He has
seen well-meaning peoples drawn to make idealistic pronouncements
during times of relative quiet which they promptly repudiated in
times of national threat. He himself does not want to be taken in.
Mass media of communication have given him a broader awareness
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of the depth of the demonic forces which are at work in his world,
and more frequently than not, he has no spiritual frame of reference
within which can be understood the strident sounds made by these
forces. He does know that he loves his country; as a general rule,
he has not surrendered to the sophisticated voices who would try to
convince him that love of country is "square" and that patriotism is
a kind of lingering tribalism.
His situation is fraught with a kind of pathos. He somehow
realizes that war of any kind is unrealistic in this age. He wishes
to hear, from some authoritative source, that the leaders of the
major nations are genuinely concerned with preventing war and
promoting peace on earth. At the same time, he cannot feel that the
ingredients exist in his world for the achievement of an order among
nations which will be based upon justice. Nor does he have any
illusions with respect to any possible idealistic outcome of a third
World War. Thus, he must seek to find as comfortable a place to live
in his attitudes as he can, trusting that by some means the worst
will be averted. While he feels overshadowed by massive forces
which seem to hold in their hands the most vital decisions which
concern him, he nevertheless lives in some measure of hope. He
seeks to cast his vote in a manner which seems most auspicious
for the averting of massive conflict, and is willing to make signif
icant sacrifices in the form of taxation, and often in the giving
of his sons to military service, if only conflicts in the world may be
kept to the proportions of brush-fire wars.
In brief, the attitude of the average man toward the issue under
discussion is that of an uncritical good-will toward others of the
world's plain people. He, like they, trusts desperately that his
values may not be threatened too seriously, but holds himself ready
to follow in the train of his fellows if the demands of his country
seem to call for this. As for any present program for averting inter
national disaster�he senses his lack of any means for rendering
himself meaningfully articulate. To him, self-interest and patriotic
duty seem roughly to coincide. He does not, however, expect to
hear from either government or church of any major break-through
in human events which will render war to be in practice the anach
ronism which it is in essence.
II
The formal peace movements sponsored by churches or by inter-
church groups represent an attempt to oppose, on theological grounds,
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preparations for the waging of war, and to offer as an alternative
the practice of the idealistic New Testament ethic to human society.
It is clear that there are strong appeals for peace coming from every
one of the Christian denominations throughout the world. On the one
hand, there is the continuing witness of the Peace-Churches, such
as the Brethren, the Quakers, the Mennonites, and others. These
are basically concerned with making their historic testimony mean
ingful and relevant in today's world. At the other end of the spec
trum is the Roman Catholic Church, which in some quarters seeks to
move beyond its historic doctrine of a "just war" so as to give the
comfort and support of the Church to her communicants who are to
be found in the prisons of Roman Catholic lands as a result of their
conscientious objection to military service.
With respect to the churches who have historically maintained a
testimony against war, it needs to be said, first, that they represent
an attempt to embody the idealistic teachings of the New Testament
in the concrete world of our time. Peace conferences are being held
regularly and frequently, and are attracting an increasing number of
able theologians, churchmen, and social scientists. In these confer
ences, there is vigorous discussion of the pressing questions in
volved in the resolution of the East-West conflict. In general, these
discussions center about two procedures: first, they seek to dis
cover the resources of the Christian Scriptures to deal with the
problems involved; and second, they seek to discover a means by
which the confusion and paralysis which marks the response of the
churches to the crisis of the day can be overcome.
With respect to the analysis of the Bible in relation to the
question of war, relatively little that is new has emerged in recent
times. In general, the historic peace churches are conservative in
theological orientation; frequently peace conferences deplore the
loss of Christian supernaturalism in major segments of our national
spiritual life, which leads to great difficulties when the Church
seeks to witness, as a whole, to the radical claims of the Gospel.
Along with this, there is frequently a reference to the indifference
of the man in the pew to the pronouncements of the Church upon
moral questions.
It is also frequently recognized that the churches of America
have tended to identify themselves with the culture in which they
find themselves, and thus to neglect their prophetic responsibility.
The historic peace churches are, in general, the heirs of the
Anabaptist theology of church-and-state, which was radically
separatist. Today they deplore the manner in which, under the
impetus of the social gospel movement, even the historically
pacifist churches have moved toward a Constantinian theology of
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state. In this development, their witness to a radical pacifism
through a non-resistant agape seems to have been dissipated in
the confusion issuing from Niebuhrian disillusionment, politico-
moral realism, cultural relativism, and nuclear pacifism.
To recover this lost dynamic, the historic peace churches
seek to discover means by which they can revitalize their witness.
Careful thought is being given to the recovery of a theology of
the state which will enable the Church to transcend, if need be,
the current Constantinianism. In general, this seems to demand
a return to a separatist theology of the state. Again, ways are being
sought by which these churches can exert a prophetic political
witness. They recognize that while they have, in recent decades,
achieved an unusual degree of public acceptance, they have not
been eminently successful in making an impact upon the thinking
of the public as a whole. Recognizing that the peace movement
continues largely to be talking to itself, these churches are search
ing for means whereby they may project a transforming ministry of
reconciliation into our society as a whole.
The historic peace churches have perennially been troubled
by the manner in which their witness has been exploited by pacifists
without specific religious motivation. Their struggle for recognition
of the rights of the conscientious objector has been a long and
costly one. Now their leaders are perplexed when persons who
would repudiate the spiritual dynamic of the Christian peace testi
mony seek to take refuge under its shelter, frequently to avoid
(as it seems) military duty which is esthetically distasteful to
them, or participation in a given war which is not to their liking.
To the present, leaders of the peace movement have not come
up with any satisfactory answer to the case of the political pacifist
who does not wish to participate in "this war" for ideological
reasons, but who would probably willingly fight in another if it
would further the interests of some foreign nation whose policy he
approves. When such persons seek shelter under the cover provided
at great costs by the peace churches, and frequently at the same
time professing no religious interest a^ all, or possibly even a
hostility to all religion, it perplexes the Christian objector to war.
This problem would no doubt assume significant proportions in
case of a war between the United States and the U.S.S.R. There
seems to be, at present at least, no means by which those who
oppose war on genuinely spiritual grounds cannot be exploited by
"special pleaders" who lack any such basis.
Brief mention should be made of the more recent concern in
Roman Catholic circles for peace, particularly as expressed in
the encyclical "Pacem in Terris" issued by the late Pope John
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XXni in April of 1963- In this pronouncement, the Roman pontiff
pleads for a ban on nuclear weapons and for unilateral disarmament
(presumably by the West) with effective controls, lest a world
holocaust be released which no one really wanted. Ultimately the
encyclical calls for a world authority for the easing of world ten
sions. Significantly, the message was not addressed to the Roman
Catholic hierarchy or to Catholic laymen alone, but "to all men
of good will."
The encyclical was sufficiently comprehensive that all groups,
East and West, seemed to find what they wanted in the papal plea
for peace. Some ecumenical churchmen were lavish in praise of the
document. Dr. Howard Schomer, President of Chicago Theological
Seminary, felt that Pope John had laid down a program which, if
it should be accepted as a basis for action by churches and nations,
might be the beginning of the end of wide-scale war. ^ This evalua
tion seems to this writer to be overly optimistic, for the encyclical
seems to forget the realities posed by the concrete existence of
powerful nation-states which are certainly not likely in the near
future to hand over their sovereignty to a non-existent international
order�and even if they were so minded, could not safely do so
upon the basis suggested by the papal message.
Dr. Paul Ramsey, professor at Princeton University, has seen
the weakness of the proposals laid down by "Pacem in Terris"
with clarity. His analysis of the encyclical is embodied in a
monograph by the same title, published by Abingdon Press in 1964,
and has for its major thrust the criticism that the late Pope has
failed to come to grips with the problem of power in world politics.
Thus, the idealistic plea for a transition from a world of nation-
states to a world regulated by an international order dedicated to
peace and justice seems to lack any basis in realism, while at the
same time it possesses no dynamic for coming to grips with the
radical defects in human character which are in the long run the
cause of wars.
One cannot avoid a feeling of admiration for spiritual leaders
who seek some form of a way out from the current threat of nuclear
holocaust which hangs over our world. It goes without saying that
the older cliches of an isolationist form of pacifism are today
pathetically irrelevant. The day has passed in which armies went
forth to faraway places to wage wars, to return to relative normalcy
when the fighting was terminated. In those days, the distinction
1. Howard Schomer, "Toward Peace and Justice," Christian Century
May 29, 1963, pp. 703-706.
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between combatant and non-combatant was clear, and could be
maintained in practice. With the development of today's heavy
aircraft and of guided missiles for the delivery of weapons in the
megaton range, the distinction is academic, for two reasons. First,
war touches potentially the person of every individual; and second,
the nature of modern warfare demands that every industry and
trade contribute to it with poignant directness.
Thus, the individual Christian finds himself strangely in
tension with respect to the question of the use of force in society.
If he works from the base of the idealistic demands of the New
Testament, he frequently comes to the position of the pacifist or
the conscientious objector. If he does so, however, he then finds
himself confronted by the fact that the decisive factors in most of
our national and international strategy rest in the more general
ethic of the nation at large. Thus, the individual feels himself
strangely isolated and somehow unable to come effectively to
grips with the practical realities of the realistic and non-theoretical
world of which he is apart. The end-result is too frequently frustra
tion and bewilderment upon the part of all but the most resolute
and idealistic. And whether Protestant or Roman Catholic, he is
not always certain that the peace witness of his church has taken
into account the full realities of the situation. The churches them
selves are confronted by a world full of ambiguities; and in conse
quence, their commissions on social concerns are unable to find
any clear mandate for their people in this vital area.
III.
A third attitude toward the question under discussion (or
perhaps more accurately, a third group of attitudes) may be termed
the critical-realistic. Thinkers of this persuasion are critical of
both of the foregoing approaches. They feel that the view of the man
of the street is too pragmatic and too "ad hoc" in character. This
view is held to be naive' in that it fails to relate ethics to the use
of power, and seems willing to take the use of power for granted,
without demanding from those in whose hands lie the decisions to
use power any advance ethical commitment or even advance ethical
reflection.
Against the traditional pacifist view(s) the critical thinker
maintains that its advocates fail to appreciate the proper role of
power in modern international life. The theologically oriented of
the critical-realist gr6up hold that the pacifist is unable to cope
with the non-theoretical world of which he is a part, and that he
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makes too little of the omnipresent evidence for human sinfulness
(this he may term "the demonic") in human society. Against the
apparent simplicity of the pacifist view, the critical ethicist holds
that the old cliches of pacifism (which are in the last analysis
isolationist) are largely irrelevant before the immensity of today's
problems.
The same thinkers are critical of such pronouncements as
the papal encyclical "Peace on Earth" released in April of 1963-
While applauding the attempt of the Pope to update the ancient
theological doctrine of the "just war," they feel that the encyclical
fails to come to grips with the more basic problem of the use of
power in world politics. Outstanding among the analyses of the
encyclical is that given by Professor Paul Ramsey of Princeton
University (to which allusion has been made earlier). In essence,
the criticism of Dr. Ramsey centers in the lack of elaboration of the
implications of the traditional teaching of the Church concerning
the just conduct of war for the present world of nation-states.
This is not the place to treat at length the historic doctrine of
the "just war." The famous "ten points" determining the doctrines
as set forth by Francesco Vittoria are well known. They are as
follows: a just war can be waged only when the following elements
exist:
(1) Gross injustice on the part of one, and only one,
of the contending parties. (2) Gross formal moral
guilt on one side�material wrong is not sufficient.
(3) Undoubted proof of this guilt. (4) War should be
declared only when every means of peaceful recon-
cilication to prevent it has failed. (5)Guilt and punish
ment must be proportionate. Punishment exceeding
the measure of guilt is unjust and not to be allowed.
(6) Moral certainty that the side of justice will win.
(7) Right intention to further what is good by the war
and shun what is evil. The good for the state that is
expected to result from the war must be greater than
the evil that is brought about by it. (8) War must be
rightly conducted�restrained within limits of justice
and love. (9) Avoidance of unnecessary upheaval of
countries not immediately concerned, and of the Chris
tian community. (10) Declaration of war by lawful
authority in the name of God, and in order to carry out
'Us jurisdiction. 2
It is clear to any thoughtful reader that such a program requires
a critical re-statement if it is to be meaningful for Christian justice
in a day like ours. The crucial ambiguity, thinks Professor Ramsey,
2. Ibid., pp. 704, 705.
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is that Christian agape is too frequently separated from the type
of strategy which would attack the problem of power as it exists
today. Herein lies "the fateful dialectic of Point 8�can war in a
nuclear age be kept within the limits of "justice and love"? Hoes
not the use of nuclear forces foreclose the possibility of "a creative
new beginning" for mankind which Paul Tillich has posited as
necessary?
There are thinkers who make much of the value of the presence
of nuclear power as a deterrent. Paul Tillich is hopeful that
the very possession of nuclear weapons by the two major contenders
for world power will prove to be a sufficient source of deterrence to
their use. What effect the proliferation of nuclear powers (such as
the addition to the "nuclear club" of France, Egypt, Israel, and
especially Red China) will have upon this view, no one can foretell.
But without doubt Paul Ramsey is correct in regarding the hope that
we may "banish the use of armed force from human history through
becoming skilled in the non-use of the force we possess" as the
American dream within a dream. ^ The realities seem to point to the
possibility, not that the possession of nuclear weapons by both
sides will prevent their use, but that the ambiguity of such a system
of deterrence may lead both sides to use them.
Recognizing this as the grim fact, Professor Ramsey seeks to
develop and project an ethos into modern society which will be a
contemporary equivalent to the Medieval Church's public advocacy
of the doctrine of the "just war." The exertion of the impact of the
Christian message is to be made, in his view, not by an identifica
tion of Christianity with the institutions of State and Society, but by
means of creative dialogue of the Christian thinker with the men
who shape public military policy. He is himself engaged in contin
uous discussion with writers upon nuclear strategy, and appears to
direct his critical discussions of possible nuclear policies toward
them.
At the heart of his current proposals for the application of a
modern equivalent of a "just war," Professor Ramsey places his
argument in favor of nuclear strikes (in the event that a prior ag
gression of an enemy makes this inevitable) against the strategic
forces of the enemy rather than against his centers of population.
Essentially this involves a careful calculation of nuclear blows so
that they will fall, so far as this is possible, only against strategic
military targets. This involves a conscious design to avoid either
3. Paul Ramsey, "Dream and Reality in Deterrence and Defense,"
Christianity and Crisis, December 25, 1961, p. 230.
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direct or collateral civilian damage. This form of strategy may
properly be termed "counterforces warfare." It implies an ethical
distinction of intent, so that even if collateral civilian loss may
ensue, there is no criminal intention to employ such forces murder
ously.
It is the hope of the writer under discussion that the prospect,
to an enemy, of collateral civilian damage may itself be an adequate
deterrent against a "first strike" which would presumably issue
from a dictatorship rather than from a relatively free society. Thus,
the ambiguity which is inherent in counterforces warfare as a stated
policy is still sufficiently great to effect a force of deterrence upon
a potential aggressor. A part of the strategy of counterforces war
fare would be the frank informing of a possible enemy-aggressor of
the clear intention to use nuclear weapons against his forces. This
would, it seems, eliminate some of the possibility in his thinking
that they might not be used at all, and that we would be depending
solely upon the threat of employment of such weapons as a deterrent.
The interesting conclusion from this form of discussion is, that
the nation which seeks to be Christian in its attitudes in the matter
of war and peace would venture its definition of a "just war" solely
in terms of counterforces warfare, and that it should make clear
its willingness to assume the risks and imponderables of such a
policy, should aggression make it necessary to implement such a
policy with nuclear action. The Christian moralist in this case
seeks through the medium of the military and political decision
maker, to make clear to potential aggressor-enemy that there are
sufficient of ambiguities in our "having" of nuclear weapons to
serve as an adequate reason for deterring him from the employment
of any supposed advantages which may accrue to him by virtue of
his being a closed society.
The question remains, whether a cultivated ambiguity with
respect to a potential aggressor-enemy is ethically justifiable. In
other words, are we justified, on Christian grounds, in deceiving
him at the point of whether or not we would, in event of a show
down, really employ our arsenal of nuclear weapons. Again the
question is one of intent; and there is something to be said, upon
pragmatic grounds, for the view that in a case of moral ambiguity,
deception when practiced to save life is morally justifiable. This
is recognized, in a limited sense, by the medical profession, in
cases in which the withholding of bad news from a patient may
serve actually to extend or to preserve life. In other words, the very
"having" of nuclear weapons presents a moral dilemma, which
cannot be resolved on the basis of pure black-and-white ethical
terms.
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Thus, the critical-realist position finds its best expression in
our time in terms of a policy by which counterforces warfare is
frankly accepted as a national policy, and by which a mature
society comes to accept its "ethic of restraint, limits and silence."
In this policy, strategic considerations shall direct the employment,
in case of ultimate necessity, of thermonuclear weapons. The
destruction of civilian populations should by every possible means
be avoided. The policy should be openly stated and specifically
conveyed to a potential agressor-nation.^
* * * *
These three types of perspective are neither mutually exclusive
nor exhaustive as a list of possible attitudes. They do, however,
represent types of approach, and deserve sympathetic study and
understanding.
The viewpoint of the man in the street is, of course, highly
pragmatic; it may prove to be the one within which the Christian
Church has its largest opportunity for the offering of constructive
guidance. Certainly if Christian leaders can offer constructive
proposals for the removal of the threats of nuclear halocaust which
hang suspended like the sword of Damocles over the public head,
these would be welcomed.
Within the perspective of the history of the abolition of human
ills through the penetrative force of the Christian message, there
would appear to be a place for the existence within society of
persons of dedication who, while recognizing the ambiguities and
antinomies of their position, still maintain categorically that war
is wrong! Whether their contentions, that the real enemy is war
itself, and that no war has produced any permanent settlement of
deep-seated ills, be correct or not, they have more on their side
than the casual observer thinks. The more positive their proposals
for alternatives become, the more potent will be their influence in
undermining the structures which exploit war as an instrument of
international policy.
As an intermediate and proximate "solution" the perspective
of those who would seek to delimit war in terms of a relative
4. This aspect of the question is developed by Dr. Ramsey in a paper
circulated as a basis for discussion to members of the American
Society for Christian Social Ethics, entitled "Deterrence During the
War," being a portion of a larger study entitled "Thinking About the
Do-able and the Un-do-able." See especially, "Deterrence During
the War," pp. 9, 10.
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justice has genuine merit. Certainly these thinkers avoid the charge
of do-nothingism, and have more to their credit than those who
belatedly pick up a fire extinguisher after the conflagration is
under way. Those who fashion national and international policy
deeply need the counsels of those who seek to apply the criteria of
the Gospel analytically.
The complexities of modern international life, coupled with
the mounting horror of nuclear capability, seem meanwhile to
highlight some of the emphases of evangelical Christianity. If it
be really believed that the presence of a regenerate element in
human society "makes a difference" in the total human enterprise,
then the evangelistic thrust of the Church is especially relevant to
times of massive uncertainty. Indeed, apart from the presence of
significant Christian elements in society, probably any attempts
at the long-run avoidance of nuclear war will be relatively ineffec
tive. Finally, the threat of massive human annihilation may well
render visibly plausible the other-worldly emphasis of evangelical
Christinaity. The Church has never explored to the full the signif
icance of the words, "Whether we live therefore, or die, we are the
Lord's," and the more searching declaration, "For me to live is
Christ, and to die is gain."
